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Synopsis : This paper provides a new analysis of the Tough
Construction in English. The proposal made in this paper is that the
matrix predicate in the Tough Construction (a Tough predicate) has
the property of absorbing the event argument (Davidson 1966,
Higginbotham 1981) in its infinitival complement clause. Following this
proposal and some auxiliary hypotheses, it can be deduced that the
element in a gap position in the Tough Construction is necessarily a
null element that undergoes A¯-movement. This analysis is superior to
previous ones in that it fulfills the explanatory adequacy. That is,
although the previous studies only assume the involvement of a null
operator from the empirical observation of some A¯-movement
properties, this study enables us to deduce its involvement and
therefore answer the question why the Tough Construction should
involve a null operator.
Key words: the Tough Construction, non-eventive interpretation,
event argument, null operator, predication
1. Introduction
The Tough Construction is a construction in which an object in the
infinitival complement clause is related to the matrix subject, which is
exemplified in (1).
( 1 ) a. John is easy to please.
b. This book is difficult to read.
????????????
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Since Chomsky (1977) observed some A¯-movement properties in the
Tough sentences, it has been assumed that the Tough Construction
involves a null operator movement. This assumption fulfills the
descriptive adequacy but not the explanatory adequacy because the
involvement of a null operator has been only assumed from the
empirical observation of some A¯-movement properties. In the case of
ordinary wh-movement, the A¯-movement of a wh-phrase is theoretically
motivated; a wh-phrase, which is an operator, moves to CP-Spec to
satisfy the requirement of C0, and takes scope over the clause headed by
the C0. In previous studies, however, the A¯-movement in the Tough
Construction has not been theoretically motivated. Its involvement has
been only induced from the empirical data, and it is, therefore,
impossible to answer the question why a null operator is necessarily
involved in the Tough Construction.
In this paper a new analysis of the Tough Construction will be
demonstrated (in Section 2), which enables us to give a straightforward
answer to the question why a null operator should be involved in the
Tough Construction. The proposal in this paper is that the matrix
predicate used in the Tough Construction should have the property of
absorbing an event argument (Davidson (1967), Higginbotham (1981))
in its infinitival complement clause. This proposal, with the auxiliary
hypothesis made by Kageyama (2002) and Ura (2005), enables us to
deduce that the element in a gap position in the Tough Construction is
necessarily a null element that undergoes A¯-movement. Therefore, it is
possible to answer the question why the Tough Construction should
involve a null operator. This is a theoretical advantage of the approach
advanced in this paper.
Moreover, this approach has also some empirical advantage. First,
the proposal made in this paper enables us to explain the semantic
property that a Tough sentence never reports a specific event, which
cannot be captured with the previous studies where the occurrence of a
null operator is merely assumed. Secondly, following the proposed
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analysis, it is possible to deduce the possible gap positions in the Tough
Construction; in the Tough construction, adverbial DPs, subject DPs,
and the argument DPs of unaccusative predicates cannot be a gap in
the Tough Construction. This property can be straightforwardly
accounted for under the framework developed in this paper (Section
3.1). Moreover, the present analysis enables us to capture some
semantic idiosyncrasies of the subject of the Tough Construction. It has
been revealed that the matrix subject in the Tough Construction has
peculiar semantic properties; it always takes scope over the matrix
predicate, and it is always interpreted as generic. These properties can
be accounted for under the present approach (combined with the
hypothesis proposed by Diesing (1992)) (Section 3.2). Thus, the approach
advanced in this paper fulfills both the descriptive and the explanatory
adequacies.
2. Event Suppression and the Derivation
of the Tough Construction
As pointed out in some previous studies (Kageyama (2001), Kim
(1995)), a Tough sentence expresses a general property of its subject,
and it is always interpreted as a generic sentence.
( 2 ) a. John is easy to please.
b. This book is difficult to read.
The sentence (2 a) means that John has a general property of being
easy to please, and (2 b) means that this book has a general property of
being difficult to read. As shown in the sentences in (2), a Tough
sentence does not express a statement about particular events, but does
express a general property of its subject. Therefore, it is difficult to use
the Tough Construction for expressing a specific past event (Kageyama
(2001).
( 3 ) a.? Yesterday, the mayor was easy to bride, according to the
newspaper.
Sayaka Goto??
b.*The picture by Hiro Yamagata was easy to sell at threeo’clock
yesterday. (Kageyama 2001: 231−232)
In this respect, it is assumed here that Tough sentences lack a
Davidsonian event argument along the lines of Kratzer (1995). The
notion of a Davidsonian event argument was first innovated into syntax
by Higginbotham (1985). On the basis of Davidson’s (1966) proposal,
Higginbotham (1985) assumes that a predicate has an extra syntactic
position for a (hidden) event argument e besides lexical arguments.
Though Higginbotham (1985) does not mention the syntactic structure
for event arguments, let us assume the structure as shown in (3) (for a
similar assumption, see Kageyama (2006)).
( 4 ) EP
e E’
E0 VP
DP V’
V0 DP
Along the basic lines of Higginbotham’s (1985) assumption, Kratzer
(1995) makes a further proposal to capture some differences between a
sentence with a stage-level predicate and the one with an individual-
level predicate. Kratzer’s (1995) proposal is that not all predicates take
an event argument; a stage-level predicate takes an event argument
whereas an individual-level predicate does not, and this difference leads
to the difference in whether a sentence reports a specific event or not.
That is, when a stage-level predicate is used, the sentence has a
Davidsonian event argument and it is interpreted as reporting a specific
event, whereas when an individual-level predicate is used, the sentence
lacks an event argument and it is interpreted as never reporting a
specific event.
Following Kratzer’s (1995) proposal, the semantic property of a
Tough sentence that a Tough sentence never reports a specific event
can be attributed to the lack of an event argument in the sentence. That
is, as well as sentences with an individual-level predicate, a Tough
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sentence does not have a Davidsonian event argument, which causes a
Tough sentence to be always interpreted as having no specific event.
The question, then, arises as whether a Tough sentence lacks an
event argument by nature (i.e., whether an event argument never
appears at any stages in the derivation of the Tough construction) or
the sentence has lost it in the due course of the derivation. In this
respect, look at the following examples. There is a difference in their
eventive reading between the Sentential / Pleonastic Subject
Constructions ((5 a) and (5 b), respectively) and the Tough Construction
1
(5 c).
( 5 ) a. (?)To read this book has been easy for two weeks.
b. (?)It has been easy to read this book for two weeks.
c. ?*This book has been easy to read for two weeks.
As shown in sentences in (5), the sentences of Sentential/Pleonastic
Subject Constructions can be interpreted as having an event, contra
those of the Tough Construction. If eventive reading is syntactically
related to the presence of an event argument, the Sentential/Pleonastic
Subject Constructions should have an event argument. Given that the
appearance of an event argument is related to a stage-level predicate
(Kratzer 1995) and that all the three sentences in (5) use the same
predicates, it follows that an event argument should exist at a certain
stage of the derivation of the Tough Construction. Then, why does a
Tough sentence, contra the sentences of the other two constructions,
lacks an event argument? I propose the following:
( 6 ) The matrix predicate in the Tough Construction (a Tough
predicate) has the property of absorbing the event argument in
its infinitival complement clause.
?( 7 ) easy [e to please John]
????Absorption
As illustrated in (7), the Tough predicate easy absorbs the event
argument in its infinitival complement clause. Because the infinitival
complement clause has lost the event argument and the matrix clause
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also has no event argument by nature due to the property of the Tough
predicate, the Tough sentence lacks an event argument, which leads to
non-eventive interpretation. Note that, in this respect, a Tough
predicate has a property different than the matrix predicate used in the
Sentential/Pleonastic Subject Constructions. As illustrated in (8 b), the
matrix predicate in the Sentential/Pleonastic Subject Constructions
lacks the property of absorbing an event argument, which leads to the
sentences having an event argument, and therefore it is possibly
interpreted as having eventive interpretation, as shown in (8).
( 8 ) a. the Tough Construction
easy [e to please John]
? necessarily having non-eventive interpretation
b. the Sentential/Pleonastic Subject Construction
easy [e to please John]
? possibly having eventive interpretation
Let us, then, consider the derivation of the Tough Construction
with the proposal (6). As stated in (6), a Tough predicate absorbs the
event argument in its infinitival complement clause, which is the
external argument in Event Phrase (EP) (for the syntactic structure of
EP, see (4)). Following Kageyama (2002) and Ura (2005), the
suppression of the event argument of EP leads to the suppression of the
Case assignment to the internal argument of the EP. Kageyama (2002)
and Ura (2005) assume that an event argument should be relevant to
Burzio’s Generalization and propose that when an event argument (,
which is an external argument) is suppressed, the Case assignment to
an internal argument in the phrase may be suppressed, as illustrated in
2
(9).
( 9 ) Suppression of an external argument
?[e [DP(External) [V DP(Internal)]]]
Suppression of the Case assignment to an internal argument
If this assumption is on the right track, it follows that the internal
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argument in the infinitival complement clause in the Tough
Construction cannot receive Case in this position, which is illustrated in
(10).
(10) AbsorptionSuppression of Case assignment to an internal argument
?easy [e to please DP]
Caseless
Let us, then, consider what should be such a DP. Suppose that it is
a phonologically overt DP. In this case, such a DP must undergo A-
movement to the position where Case is assigned as is illustrated in
(11); otherwise the derivation crashes because the uninterpretable Case
feature of the DP remains unchecked.
(11) Johni is easy [PRO to please ti]
However, such a movement is prohibited by the condition of Minimality:
the A-movement of the DP across the intervening PRO in the A-position
causes a Relativised Minimality effect (Rizzi 1990) or the violation of
the Minimal Link Condition (Chomsky
3
1995). Therefore, the element in
question can never be phonologically overt; it must be a null element.
Note that such a null element cannot stay in-situ (i.e., in the internal
argument position in the infinitival complement clause) because it must
be ungoverned (Chomsky 1981), nor can it undergo A-movement to the
ungoverned position (i.e., TP-Spec in the infinitival clause) because an
external argument PRO occupies this position and the movement across
this position is also prohibited by the condition on Minimality.
Therefore, the conclusion to be derived is that the element in a gap
position in the Tough Construction must be a null element that
necessarily undergoes A¯-movement, that is, a null operator
4
(OP).
(12) [AP easy [PRO to please OP]
Under the framework of Browning (1987), (argument) null operators are
considered pro, which are assigned Case, and many studies assume that
such null operators needs to be assigned Case. However, there is no
reason to affirm that all of the argument null operators must be pro
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which needs Case. Because there exists a phonologically null DP that
need not be assigned Case (i.e., PRO), it is reasonable to assume that
there is also a null argument operator that need not be assigned
5
Case.
As we have seen above, following the proposal (6), it is deduced that a
null operator necessarily occurs in the Tough Construction, which
causes some syntactic properties of A¯-movement pointed out in previous
6
studies.
I propose that a null operator in the gap position, to avoid a
vacuous quantification, undergoes A¯-movement to the adjoined position
to AP headed by a Tough predicate; thereby the situation of the Null
Operator Predication takes
7, 8
place. The Null Operator Predication is
based on the theory of the Predicate Abstraction advocated by Heim and
Kratzer (1998), according to which an operator in an adjunct position to
an XP makes the immediate projection turn into a one-place predicate
taking an argument as its
9
SUBJECT.
(13) The Predicate Abstraction Rule
If α is a branching node whose daughters are an operator and
β , then [[α ]]?λ x? D. [[β ]]x.
Following the theory of Predicate Abstraction, the syntactic
structure illustrated in (14 a), where a null operator has moved to the
AP-adjoined position, has the logical form informally represented in (14 b).
(14) a. [AP OPi [AP easy to please ti]
b. λ x. [[easy to please x]]x
The predicate which is made by the situation of the Null Operator
Predication, then, takes an argument as its SUBJECT in the matrix
subject
10
position. (With regard to Predication, see Williams (1980, 1983,
1987) and Rothstein (1983, 1989, 1990), and with regard to Null
Operator Predication, see Browning (1987), Rothstein (1989, 1990) and
Heycock (1991).)
(15) [IP John is [AP OPi [AP easy PRO to please ti]]]
Predication
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This is how a Tough sentence is derived: Following the proposal (6),
a Tough predicate absorbs the event argument in its infinitival
complement clause. Then, an internal argument DP in this clause
cannot receive Case in this position along the lines of the assumption
made by Kageyama (2002) and Ura (2005). Such a DP cannot move to
Case-position, or stay in or move to some A-position for the reason
discussed earlier. Therefore, it is derived that the element generated in
a gap position in the Tough Construction must be a null operator. A
null operator in the Tough Construction, by assumption, undergoes A¯-
movement to the adjoined position to AP headed by a Tough predicate,
causing the situation of the Null Operator Predication, which is based
on the theory of Predicate Abstraction advocated by Heim and Kratzer
(1998). Thanks to the predication, AP whose Spec a null operator
occupies becomes a one-place predicate taking an argument DP as its
SUBJECT.
A great advantage of this analysis is that under the analysis, the
involvement of a null operator in the Tough Construction is
theoretically motivated. All the approaches that claim that the Tough
Construction should involve a null operator (Chomsky 1981, Kawai
1992, Browning 1987, Maruta 2003, among many others) only assume
the involvement from some A¯-movement properties, so they cannot
answer the question why a null operator is necessarily involved in the
Tough Construction. In contrast, the present approach enables us to
answer the question and truly explains the involvement of a null
operator in the Tough Construction. Moreover, the analysis developed
here enables us to capture the semantic property of the Tough
Construction that a Tough sentence never reports a specific event. In
the following section, we will consider some consequences of the present
analysis.
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3. Some Consequences
3. 1 Possible Subject in the Tough Construction
In this subsection, it is shown that the present approach enables us
to explain why some elements cannot be the matrix subject in the
Tough construction. First, as shown in(16), it is impossible for adverbial
DPs to be the matrix subject in the Tough Construction.
(16) Adverbial DPs
a.*Tuesday would be difficult to take the exam t.
b.*Today is easy to do your homework t.
Secondly, a subject (an external argument) DP cannot be the matrix
subject in the Tough
11
construction.
(17) Subjects
a.*John is easy to solve a lot of problems.
b.*Mary is difficult to read this book.
Thirdly, an argument of unaccusative verbs also cannot be the
matrix subject in the Tough construction.
(18) Arguments of unaccusative verbs
a.*The actor is hard to appear on stage.
b.*A new problem is tough (easy) to arise.
All this ungrammaticality can be accounted for under the proposed
12
analysis. As discussed in Section 2, the derivation of the Tough
Construction necessarily involves the suppression of the Case
assignment to the element within EP. Therefore, a Tough sentence in
which its gap position is not an internal argument position of EP is
never
13
generated.
Let us, first, consider the case where adverbial DPsare the matrix
subject in the Tough Constructions. As exemplified in (16), such
sentences are unacceptable. This unacceptability of the sentences in (16)
can be attributed to the violation of the Case Filter. That is, when the
suppression of Case assignment takes place in the due course of the
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derivation, an internal argument DP of EP becomes
14
Caseless. Therefore,
the internal argument DPs, the exam and your homework in (16) are
Caseless, which violates the Case Filter, and therefore, the sentences
are ungrammatical.
The unacceptability of the sentences in (17) can also be attributed
to the violation of the Case Filter. As exemplified in (17), subject DPs in
the complement infinitival clause can never be the matrix subject of a
Tough sentence. As for a subject (an external argument) DP in the
complement infinitival clause, it is assigned Case by T0 outside EP. Note
that Burzio’s Generalization is applied to EP under the present
analysis, so the Case absorption in the Tough Construction affects only
the element that receives Case within EP. Therefore, when the Case
absorption takes place, a subject DP never becomes Caseless, but
internal argument DPs always does, instead. Thus, the internal
argument DPs, a lot of problem and this book in (17) are Caseless,
which violates the Case Filter, and therefore, the sentences are
ungrammatical.
Let us, finally, consider the case of arguments of unnaccusative
verbs. As shown in (18), an argument of unaccusative verbs cannot be
related to the matrix subject in the Tough Construction. This is because
unaccusative verbs inherently lack the ability to assign Case. Such a
predicate is incompatible with the Tough Construction whose derivation
necessarily involves the suppression of the Case assignment, as well as
the case of passivization with unaccusative verbs. Therefore, the
ungrammaticality of the sentences in (18) can be accounted for in the
way parallel to the case of ungrammaticality of passive sentences with
unaccusative verbs as in (19).
(19) a.*A ghost was appeared.
b.*A man was arrived at the station.
As discussed above, some elements cannot be the matrix subject in
the Tough Construction. This property of the Tough construction is
difficult to explain under the framework of previous studies. On the
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other hand, the present analysis enables us to give a straightforward
explanation for why some elements cannot be the matrix subject in the
Tough Construction; under the framework in this paper, the derivation
of the Tough Construction necessarily involves the suppression of the
Case assignment to the element within EP, due to which an element
assigned no Case within EP can never be the matrix subject in the
Tough Construction.
3. 2 Semantic Properties of the subject of the Tough Construction
In this subsection, it is shown that there are semantic
idiosyncrasies in the subject in the Tough Construction, which can be
captured under the present analysis.
First, Epstein (1989) shows that the Tough Construction has a
peculiar property with regard to the quantificational scope of the matrix
subject. As exemplified in (20), the matrix subject in the Tough
Construction always takes scope over the matrix predicate, which is
contrasted with the case of pure raising constructions.
(20) a. Many people are easy to talk to.
(many?easy, *easy?many)
b. Some child seems to be intelligent.
(??seem, seem??) (Epstein 1989)
The sentence in (20 b), which is a pure raising construction, has two
interpretations. On the other hand, the Tough Construction does not
have such two interpretations; we have only the interpretation under
which the matrix subject takes scope over the matrix predicate.
This peculiarity concerning the delimitation of scope can be
appropriately explained under the analysis given in this paper; the null
operator in the adjoined position to AP causes the Null Operator
Predication, thanks to which the matrix subject of the Tough
Construction is always base-generated in a higher position than the
matrix predicate, as illustrated in (15). Therefore, the fact follows that
the matrix subject of the Tough Construction always takes scope over
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the matrix predicate, as pointed out by Epstein (1989).
Another semantic property in the Tough Construction is that a bare
plural subject in the Tough Construction is always interpreted as
having the generic reading, which is confirmed by the following
examples.
(21) a. A bunch of bananas was a pleasure to eat; (*there are their
skins).
b. It was a pleasure to eat a bunch of bananas; there are their
skins. (Jackendoff 1975: 440)
In contrast with the case of the Sentential Subject Construction (21
b), the subject in the Tough Construction in (21 a) is necessarily
interpreted to be generic. Therefore the phrase there are their skins
referring to existence of specific bananas cannot be added.
This semantic property can be accounted for under the proposed
analysis if Diesing (1992) is on the right track. Regarding the
interpretation of a bare plural DP, Diesing (1992) advances the
Mapping Hypothesis, according to which the syntactic position that a
bare plural DP occupies in LF affects the status of the DP in the logical
representation. Following the Mapping Hypothesis, a bare plural DP in
the outer position of the phrase headed by its predicate (i.e., IP-Spec in
Diesing’s (1992) theory) in LF is interpreted as having the generic
reading, whereas one in the inner position (i.e., vP-Spec) in LF is
interpreted as having the existential reading. If this hypothesis is on
the right track, the generic property of a bare plural subject in the
Tough Construction can be explained in a straightforward manner. As
discussed in Section 2, the matrix subject of the Tough Construction is,
thanks to the Null Operator Predication, always base-generated in a
position higher than the matrix predicate, as illustrated in (15).
Therefore the matrix subject of the Tough Construction, following
Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesis, is always applied a mapping rule
that forces the subject to have the generic reading. This is why the
matrix subject in the Tough Construction is always interpreted as
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generic.
In this subsection, we address the issues concerning some semantic
properties of the matrix subject in the Tough Construction. One
property is that the matrix subject in the Tough Construction always
takes scope over the matrix predicate. Another property is that the bare
plural subject in the Tough Construction is always interpreted to be
generic. These semantic properties can be correctly captured under the
approach developed in this paper. Given the proposed analysis, the
matrix subject in the Tough Construction is always base-generated in a
position higher than the matrix predicate, which causes the semantic
idiosyncrasies discussed above.
4. Conclusion
The Tough Construction shows the various syntactic and semantic
idiosyncrasies, which many previous studies have attempted to capture
with various approaches. Since Chomsky (1977), it has been assumed
that the Tough Construction should involve a null operator. However,
all the previous studies only assume the involvement of a null operator
by induction from some A¯-movement properties of the Tough
Construction, and they cannot theoretically explain why a null operator
is necessarily involved in the Tough Construction. This paper proposes
that a Tough predicate has the property of absorbing an event
argument in its infinitival complement clause. Following this proposal
and some auxiliary hypotheses, which are independently supported, it
can be deduced that a null operator should occur and undergo A¯-
movement in the Tough Construction. The approach made in this paper
is superior to previous ones in that it fulfills the explanatory adequacy;
the involvement of a null operator in the Tough Construction can be
deduced and it is possible to provide an answer to the question of why a
null operator movement should take place in the Tough Construction.
Moreover, this approach enables us to capture many of the syntactic
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and semantic idiosyncrasies observed in the Tough Construction, each
of which is accounted for in the different previous studies. In this
respect, the present analysis is also superior to the previous studies;
this analysis has stronger descriptive power. The present analysis is
distinguished because it fulfills both the explanatory adequacy and the
descriptive adequacy.
Note
1 Some people feel that the sentences (5 a) and (5 b) are also degraded.
However, it is certain that there is a difference in their acceptability between (5
a)/(5 b) and (5 c).
2 Note that there is a generic sentence with an accusative object as shown
in (i).
(i) Dogs love cats.
Such an example is problematic for this analysis because in this case, there
is no suppression of Case assignment even if there might be no event argument.
In this regard, we need further research on the interaction between eventivity
and Case assignment.
3 Note that in the case of raising constructions and the passive in English,
the DP appears to undergo A-movement across the intervening element in an A-
position. (Collins (2005 b) claims, based on the facts demonstrated by Jaeggli
(1986), that the agent DP in the passive is assigned θ -role in exactly the same
way as in the active. If this is on the right track, it should be the case that
internal argument in the passive moves to the matrix subject position across the
intervening external argument.)
(i) a. The dog seems to every boyi to like all of hisi toys.
b. The book was written by John.
Such A-movement should be possible thanks to the smuggling proposed by
Collins (2005 a, 2005 b)
4 In this paper, it is assumed that PRO does not need Case. That is, we do
not assume Null Case (Chomsky and Lasnik 1993), and the Visibility Condition
(Aoun 1979, Chomsky 1981, 1986).
5 It seems that there is another possible case where a Caseless argument
null operator may be involved; as analyzed by Ura (2005), a Caseless null
operator may be involved in the Peculiar Passive such as This spoon has been
eaten with. In other cases such as the Comparative Deletion, however, it is
assumed that a null operator should be assigned Case. If this assumption is on
the right track, I have now no idea what makes the difference between an
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argument null operator that needs Case and one that does not. Further
investigation is necessary in this regard.
6 The Tough Construction has some syntactic properties similar to a
sentence with an (argument) wh-movement. First, as well as a sentence with a
wh-movement, a Tough sentence shows the effect of the Complex NP Constraint.
(i) Complex NP
a.*Whoi did Mary convince Bill of [the need for him to meet ti]?
b.*John is easy (for us) to convince Bill of [the need for him to meet [e]].
(Chomsky 1977: 104)
Secondly, as well as a sentence with a wh-movement, the Dative DP
position in the Double Object Construction cannot be a gap in the Tough
Construction.
(ii) Dative DP extraction
a.*Whoi did you give tia book? (Chomsky 1977: 104)
b. Whati did John give Mary ti?
c.* John is easy (for us) to sell [e]the Brooklyn Bridge.
(Chomsky 1977: 104)
d. Good books are tough for John to give Mary [e].
(Wexler and Culicover 1980: 275)
Moreover, the Tough Construction, as well as a sentence with a wh-
movement, allows license for a parasitic gap, which cannot be licensed by an A-
movement.
(iii) License to a Parasitic Gap
a. Whoi did they talk to ti [after they met [e]]? (Nakagawa 1997: 233)
b. John is easy to talk to t[without offending [e]]. (Epstein 1989: 650)
c.* The booki was filed ti[without my recording [e] first].
(Chomsky 1995: 75)
These A¯-movement properties can be deduced under the proposed analysis.
Following the proposal (6), a null operator necessarily occurs in the gap position
and undergoes A¯-movement. This null operator movement, as is conjectured
easily, causes some syntactic A¯-movement properties demonstrated above.
7 It is assumed here that the infinitival complement clause in the Tough
Construction is not CP but IP (Kawai 1992), and therefore there is no movement
of a null operator to Spec-CP. This assumption is supported by 1) that for in
John is easy for his student to please is not a complementizer (Head-CP) but a
part of PP (Nanni 1978), which is demonstrated in (i) and 2) that the infinitival
complement clause cannot be preposed (Bayer 1990), which is demonstrated in
(ii).
(i) a.*The room was hard for there to be so many people in.
(Nanni 1978; 92)
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b.*The office was hard for the boss for the secretary to leave early.
(ibid.)
(ii) a.*To talk to, Jim was easy [difficult]. (Bayer 1990; 34)
b. To talk to John, it is easy.
In this case, however, there is the problem that a subject PRO in the
infinitival IP-Spec should be governed by a Tough predicate. Therefore, we
should reconsider the PRO Theorem, or the place that PRO occupies in the
Tough Construction.
8 It is assumed here that AP is a phase under the framework of the
current theory, as proposed by Kotani (2008). (Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2005)
assumes that a phase is CP or vP and that neither finite TP nor unaccusative/
passive verbal phrase is a phase. However, as demonstrated in some studies on
phases ( Legate 2003, Sauerland 2003 ) , unaccusative / passive verbal
phrasesshould also be phases. With regard to what makes phases, we need to
? ?research further. (see also Gallego 2006, Marusic 2005, Matushansky 2005))
Therefore OP’s movement to the adjoined position to AP (an edge position of a
phase) is theoretically guaranteed. However, there is an open question of why
the position to which OP moves must be the AP-adjoined position. A certain
feature triggering the movement may be involved, but I have no idea what it is.
In this respect, we need further research.
9 SUBJECT is a semantic subject of a Predicate, which is made by the
situation of the Predicate Abstraction.
10 A SUBJECT DP may be generated in the adjoined position to the AP
and move to Spec-IP.
11 The case where a gap position is the subject position in the ECM
complement clause is problematic. Although the judgment varies between
informants, it can be pointed out that in this case the sentence is generally
degraded. Then, the degradedness of the sentences in (ii) cannot be explained in
my theory.
(i) a. Mary was hard for the prosecutor to prove tguilty. (Nanni 1978: 102)
b. ?Mary was difficult for anyone to consider t arrogant.
(Browning 1982: 289)
(ii) a.*Her story was hard for us to believe t to be accurate.
(Nanni 1978: 102)
b.??John is difficult to believe t to be a spy. (Browning 1982: 275)
However, it seems that another factor makes the sentence degraded; as
shown in (iii), the Tough sentence with the ECM verb believe is degraded
regardless of the gap position. It may be related to the controllability as pointed
out by Nanni (1978): As example (iv) indicates, the subject of believe lacks the
controllability. The VP with such a subject cannot be the complement of a Tough
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Construction (Richardson 1985).
by Nanni (1978): As example (iv) indicates, the subject of believe lacks the
controllability. The VP with such a subject cannot be the complement of a Tough
Construction (Richardson 1985).
(iii)?? This problem is difficult for me to believe Mary to understand t.
(Browning 1982: 271)
(iv)* We tried to believe her story to be accurate. (Nanni 1978: 102)
12 It is possible to capture the ungrammaticality of (23) and (24) with
Stowell’s (1991) identification analysis. However, the ungrammaticality of (25)
cannot be captured with it because a null element in the gap position in (25) is θ
-governed and satisfies the condition. Therefore, the present approach has more
powerful empirical coverage.
13 Note that a Tough predicate is incompatible with a tensed complement
clause, which is shown in (i).
(i)* Mary is tough that John will please.
(cf. It is tough that John will please Mary.)
It is, under the assumption in this paper, because the tensed clause
prevents a Tough predicate from absorbing an event argument in the clause. In
terms of its eventivity, an embedded tensed clause differs from an embedded
infinitival clause. As pointed out by Mihara and Hiraiwa (2006), an embedded
tensed clause has an independent event, whereas an embedded infinitival clause
lacks it and its eventivity depends on that of the higher clause. The following
examples indicate this matter; the embedded tensed clause, which has an
independent event, can be replaced with it, whereas the embedded infinitival
complement clause, which lacks it, cannot be replaced.
(ii) a. John requested that Mary should attend the meeting.
a?.John requested it.
b. John persuaded Mary to attend the meeting.
b?.*John persuaded it. (Mihara and Hiraiwa 2006; 147)
The dependability of eventivity is related to the derivation of the Tough
Construction. As shown in (iii) the Tough Construction allows the gap deeply
embedded in the layered infinitival clauses.
(iii) a. John is easy to convince Bill to do business with.
b. John is easy to convince Bill to arrange for Mary to meet.
(Chomsky 1977)
This is because, under the assumption in this paper, eventivity of an
embedded infinitival clause is dependent to the higher clause. The semantic
calculation of event of the embedded lower clause is accessible to that of the
higher clause, and this is reflected in the syntactic operation. Therefore when an
event argument of the highest infinitival clause is absorbed, a Case of DP
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embedded in the lower infinitival clause, is deprived, with Burzio’s
Generalization applied to the whole event phrase including the embedded lower
infinitival clause.
14 Note that it is assumed that adverbial DPs need not receive Case
(contra Larson (1985)). Therefore, the suppression of Case assignment in EP has
no effect on adverbial DPs.
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